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ABSTRACT
THREE POINTS OF THE PHONICS TRIANGLE:
AN EQUALITERAL RELATIONSHIP AMONG 
PSEUDO WORD READING, NAME READING, AND SPELLING
by
Annmarie Petrozzelli 
University of New Hampshire, December, 2007
This study evaluates the relationship among three commonly administered 
phonics measures. “Pseudoword Decoding,” a norm-referenced assessment from 
Wechsler Individual Assessment Test -  II  (WIAT-I1), the “Primary Spelling 
Inventory” and the “Names Test,” criterion-referenced instruments, were 
administered to a general population of 56 second-grade students with mixed 
reading abilities. The “Elision” subtest, a norm referenced assessment from the 
“Phonological Awareness” composite on the Comprehensive Test o f Phonological 
Processing (CTOPP), was also administered to all 56 students to discover 
whether the phonics measures correlated with it. Pearson product moment 
correlations were used to compare the four measures. Significant correlations 
were found among all the measures. The phonics measures were most strongly 
correlated ranging from .778-.845. Students shared their perceptions of and 
preferences for the measures. Implications for classroom assessment of phonics 
are discussed.
x
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Fluent reading is imperative to reading success. In order to read fluently, students 
need to recognize the majority of words encountered in print by sight (Cunningham, 
1990). However, even for the most proficient of readers, words will be encountered that 
will be unknown; students need to decode new words they encounter in print. To be 
proficient readers, students need to have three mediation strategies to decipher unfamiliar 
words -  context, structural clues, and letter-sound relationships (Cunningham, 1990). 
Stanovich (1980, as cited in Cunningham, 1990) argued that students who are deficient in 
letter-sound relationship skills over-rely on context clues, reducing their fluency and 
understanding. This stance further supports the necessity for students to be proficient in 
decoding.
In the primary grades, students need to establish skills in the area of phonics to 
assist them in being successful readers and writers; phonics is the relationship between 
letters and sounds. General knowledge of phonics assists students in both decoding and 
encoding (Bear, Invernizzi, Templeton, & Johnson, 2008). In developmental instruction, 
teachers need to understand the level at which each student is able to decode and encode 
(read and spell) unknown words.
Educators have long been interested in assessing how children decode or sound 
out words. Donald Durrell (1933, cited in Boston University Journal of Education, 2000)
1
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created an analysis of reading difficulties which included specific decoding subtests, or 
word analysis skills. Boston University’s Journal o f Education (2000) explains that 
within the parameters of such a test, Durrell offered principles to be considered, and 
maintained that tests should be brief, informative to suggest corrective measures, 
administered in a group setting when appropriate, and “inexpensive and uncomplicated” 
(P- 13).
Recently, with the inception of the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) act of 2001 as a 
result of the National Reading Panel Report (National Reading Panel, 2000a), the need 
for administrators and teachers to improve student achievement is on the rise and 
systematic, “research-based” instruction is required. Districts that don’t meet 
requirements and prove student achievement are disciplined through a series of 
increasingly severe sanctions. Therefore, as standards and curriculum begin to 
accumulate, so do assessments to qualify student achievement.
Primary educators seek information about students’ knowledge of phonics 
through many different forms of assessment. Assessing the ways in which students 
decode words leads to instructional implications. Although there are many ways to 
measure a student’s phonics ability, not all of them are efficient and many of them 
confound information of phonics abilities and phonemic awareness abilities. Educators 
need efficient and informative measures that will help them to determine quickly a 
student’s skill level in the area of phonics. Then they can plan appropriate instruction to 
match a student’s skill level.
2
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Using Pseudowords, Word Reading and Spelling to Measure Phonics Knowledge
Evaluators, educators, or school administrators choose measures to be 
administered to students. This study examines three different assessments that can be 
administered to students: pseudo word decoding, a spelling inventory, and a word reading 
task. These measures have different uses in educational settings.
The pseudoword measure, “Pseudoword Decoding,” comes from a norm- 
referenced assessment battery (Wechsler Individual Assessment Test -  II) and provides a 
normative judgment of how a student performs in relation to his or her peers. The 
“Primary Spelling Inventory” (Bear, Invernizzi, Templeton & Johnson, 2004) and the 
“Names Test” (Cunningham, 1990) are both diagnostic tools for instruction, which 
provide comprehensive resources for students’ individual skill analysis. Both are 
generally used as criterion-referenced instruments. These assessments use different 
content and employ different assessment paradigms. A central question is whether the 
instruments measure similar or very different constructs. Further, to the degree that the 
measures are correlated, teachers need guidance in choosing which to administer.
3
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
To examine whether or not pseudo words, word reading and developmental 
spelling inventories yielded comparable, interchangeable results of the same construct 
(phonics knowledge), this study hypothesized that a general population of second grade 
students with mixed reading abilities would perform consistently as they read and spelled 
words across the different measures: “Pseudoword Decoding” (WIAT-II, PsychCorp, 
2005), “Names Test” (Cunningham, 1990; Duffelmeyer & Black, 1996; Duffelmeyer, 
Kruse, Merkley & Fyfe, 1994) and “Primary Spelling Inventory” (Bear et al., 2004). 
Further, the current study hypothesized that students have preferences for different 
assessments, which might reflect their willingness to persevere on a task, which in turn, 
may influence how a teacher selects a measure for administration. Finally, it was 
hypothesized that phonics measures can inform teachers about students’ phonemic 
awareness. The relationship between phonics and phonemic awareness was examined by 
administering “Elision,” from the Comprehensive Test o f  Phonological Processing 
('CTOPP) (Wagner, Torgesen and Rashotte, 1999), to the sample of second graders and 
comparing these scores to scores on the other measures.
Developmental Spelling as a Measure of Decoding
There are several methods of assessment that are used in this study, among them is a 
developmental spelling test by Bear et al. (2004). Developmental spelling serves as a
4
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concrete marker of children’s understanding of the alphabetic principle and phonemic
thawareness (Gentry and Gillet, 1993). Although ignored until the latter part of the 20 
century, invented spelling began to be explored. Templeton and Morris (2000) reported 
findings of studies on invented spelling by Chomsky (1970) and Read (1971, 1975). 
Subsequently, the use of invented spelling became a characteristic of writing process 
approaches. These investigations uncovered the underpinnings of invented spelling 
which “led to the realization that young children are capable of constructing knowledge 
about the relationships between sounds and letters without explicit instruction” 
(Templeton and Morris, 2000). Furthermore, they characterized spelling as a process that 
follows a developmental sequence.
As a result of this initial discovery, research followed that further investigated the 
initial stages of spelling development. Templeton and Morris (2000) provide an account 
of the research of spelling development, including the work of Ehri (1993), Ellis (1990), 
Ganske (1994) and Henderson and Beers (1980). Still other researchers delved into the 
stages of development, with an interest in what happens for students in the later stages 
and how it relates to their understanding of word knowledge. Ehri (1997) outlines the 
different stages and discusses the process that children undergo as they emerge as 
conventional spellers. Children progress in their knowledge of the alphabetic principle 
and work through the different stages. Initially, children have little alphabetic knowledge 
and scratch or write “letters” and “words” on a page. Later students start to use letter 
names to represent sounds in words, for example Id  in “see” or lyl in “why.” As students 
progress they start to add vowels to words and experiment with small units and patterns, 
for example -ing, -ed, -ly. Finally, students understand and represent more advanced
5
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patterns, spell by analogy and spell with morphemes represented, for example, anti-, sub-, 
-tion.
Templeton and Morris (2000) summarize this new area of focus stating,
A central tenet that has emerged from this line of research is that 
learners share a common developmental sequence of acquisition of 
orthographic knowledge, despite natural variation in their attention to 
printed language and their understanding of the relationships between 
print and speech, (p. 532).
As more information was gathered about the stages of invented spelling, 
researchers sought to discover how possessing skill in invented spelling influenced 
development of word reading. New studies emerged from the University of Virginia 
under the leadership of Ed Henderson, clinician at the McGuffey Reading Center at the 
University of Virginia (Templeton and Morris, 2000). The aim of the research was to test 
Henderson’s earlier hypothesis from the 1960s that “looking at how children spell words 
can provide insight into how they read words, or their lexical representations for words” 
(Templeton and Morris, 2000, p. 531).
As a result of the studies of orthographic knowledge, the Virginia team identified 
stages of spelling development: preliterate, letter name or alphabetic, within-word 
pattern, syllable juncture, and derivational constancy. These stages became the basis for 
Templeton, Bear, Invernizzi and Johnston’s text, Words Their Wav (19961. An updated 
version of this source was the spelling assessment used for this study.
6
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Bear et al.’s scheme offered a slightly different perspective than researcher J. 
Richard Gentry. Gentry (1983) presented a developmental spelling classification system 
in which he provided samples of children’s spelling approximations and placed them 
within developmental classes. His overarching goal was to provide this tool to teachers 
so that they could guide spelling instruction based on students’ invented spelling.
Following Gentry’s classification system, a new system of stages was proposed in 
a model by Bear and Templeton (1998). In this new outlook, built upon the work of 
Gentry and other developmental spelling researchers, they reference Chomsky (1970), 
Henderson (1981, 1985), and Read (1971), whose research brought developmental 
spelling to the forefront in education. Although Bear and Templeton’s stages differ 
following the third stage of development and the parties differ on the semantics of stages, 
they both essentially outline a developmental sequence of spelling from which instruction 
can be guided. (See Figures 1 and 2 from The Reading Teacher, 2000).
Charles Read, a linguistic who was among the first to investigate the importance 
of invented spelling, concluded, “children’s understanding of spelling is based on a set of 
tacit hypotheses about phonetic relationships and sound-spelling correspondences” (Lutz, 
1986). Following in Read’s footsteps, research carried out in the last quarter of the 20th 
century showed there was a “growing consensus within the research community that a 
common orthographic base underlies individuals’ encoding of words through spelling and 
their decoding of words during reading” (Templeton and Morris, 2000). As Gentry 
established, developmental spelling is a way to “track students’ performance and inform 
instruction” (Gentry, 2000, p. 319).
7
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Figure 1. Gentry's Description of Developmental Spelling Stages.
Reprinted from The Reading Teacher, (2000). Vol. 54(3)
Qualitative differences In the 1982 spelling stages
Stage How the child thinks about spelling
Precommunicative The child thinks spelling is putting letters together but does not think about matching 
specific letters to sounds.
Semiphonetic The child recognizes that tetters may correspond to sounds, but generally is unable to
segment all the sounds in the word or match letters to all the sounds. The spelling of a 
word is abbreviated or it may contain extra letters that don’t match sounds in the word. 
All semiphonetic spellings do have some letters that match seme of the sounds in the
word.
Phonetic The child uses a sound-based strategy as the dominant strategy. He or she thinks the
way to invent a  spelling is to listen to the sounds and then match a  tetter to each sound. 
Full phonemic awareness is usually evident; that Is, the child can now segment the 
speech sounds in most words he or she tries to spell. Additionally, all the sounds in 
the word are represented in the spelling. (Note: One exception is the spelling of pre- 
consonantal nasals where the M or N in words fee STAP [stamp] or STAD [stand] are 
systematically omitted. Paul demonstrates this in two phonetic samples cited in Rqute 
1: KAZ for cans and ED for end.)
Transilional The child uses a  visual and morphologically based  strategy as the dbm nam strategy
He or she no longer invents spelling by thinking ot% about the sounds n the word; but 
uses letters, patterns, or tetter sequences he or she remembers seeing in print to spell 
corresponding sounds. Visual cohventiohs such as a  -vowel in every syllable, e  marker 
patterns, vowel digraphs, and common English tetter sequences remembered from oth­
er spellings are used.
Conventional Each year beyond the transitional stage tee child adds to the stom al words he or she
gan spell correctly and extends his or her knowledge about words en d  paaems.
Figure 2. Gentry's Comparison of His Own Developmental Stages in Comparison with
Donald Bear and Shane Templeton's Stages.
Reprinted from The Reading Teacher, (2000). Vol. 54(3)
Stages in two classifications of developmental spelling
Gentry Stages (1977; 1982) Bear and Templeton Stages (1998)
(Stages 1 through 3 are virtually the sam e)
Stage 1 Precommunicative Stage 1 Prephonemic "
Stage 2 Semiphonetic Stage 2 Semiphonemic
Stage 3 Phonetic Stage 3 Letter name
(These stages differ)
Stage 4 Transitional Stage 4 Within-word pattern
Stage 5 Correct (Conventional) Stage 5 Syllable juncture
Stage 6 Derivational cpnstapcy
8
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Qualitative by nature, a developmental spelling assessment requires the examiner 
to evaluate students’ spelling by the patterns of orthography that are represented when 
students attempt to spell a word. Invernizzi further outlines this stating, “Qualitative 
spelling inventories outline the general terrain of the orthographic system to be learned, 
and they itemize specific spelling features to be taught systematically in a developmental 
progression” (Invernizzi & Hayes, 2004, p. 222). Students’ spelling approximation is 
reliant on their ability to map letter-sound correspondence (Gentry and Gillet, 1993). 
Therefore, developmental spelling is a concrete marker of children’s understanding of 
alphabetic principle and awareness of phonemes.
In contrast to the approach used by Bear et al. and Gentry, Marie Clay proposes to 
use children’s orthographic knowledge to assess in a slightly different manner. In her 
latest edition of the “Observation Survey” (Clay, 2005), which aims to track students’ 
progress at the earliest stages of literacy, Clay includes a dictation task. Just as Bear et al. 
and Gentry give a “spelling test” Clay offers dictation because it “calls upon the writer to 
listen to the sounds in words in sequence and to find letters to represent those sounds” 
(Clay, 1995 p. 111). While Clay concedes that the dictation task is not a “pure test of 
phonemic awareness” (p. 112), it is clear from the former research that initial insights 
about phonemic awareness can be uncovered with this task. This is due to the nature of 
judging children’s progress based on their success in representing the phonemes and 
graphemes of the dictated sentence. Moreover, Clay argues that this task is “authentic” in 
nature because it asks students to do something that is an everyday task. As I will later 
discuss, students’ perceptions of the spelling assessment were quite positive in this study, 
perhaps because they also find it to be a familiar and “authentic” task.
9
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Phonics and its assessment and instruction remain at the center of heated debates 
in the field of literacy (Pearson, 2004). Developmental spelling and the notion of 
invented spelling, painted as whole language, have been discounted by some (e.g., Groff, 
1986, 1996). In spite of these political issues, the use of invented spelling has persisted 
and is entering a new stage in our country. The advent of word study which was a result 
of the developmental spelling research and theory has earned its place as a new 
component to phonics in the latest major basal reading series (Hayes & Invernizzi, 2004).
Using the current vernacular, Invernizzi and Hayes (2004) assert that, “By 
methodically assessing students’ orthographic development several times across the year, 
teachers can ensure that the instruction they plan fits the needs of the students they teach 
by differentiating spelling instruction in small groups” (Hayes & Invernizzi, 2004, p. 
222). Presumably, an instrument such as the “Primary Spelling Inventory” that yields 
stages of development, paired with instructional strategies for students, would appeal to 
teachers. Yet the question remains as to whether or not such an instrument is comparable 
to other norm-referenced measures such as “Pseudoword Decoding,” to report phonics 
knowledge. This led me to research the relationship of these instruments.
Pseudoword as a Measure of Decoding
When trying to determine a students’ ability to decode words, pseudo words are 
widely used in experimental paradigms to evaluate decoding skills. Pseudowords are 
often referred to as non-words or nonsense words. Recently, Thomson, Crewther and 
Crewther (2006) elaborated on the definition of pseudo words citing Frederick, Frith and 
Reason (1997) who stated, “Pseudowords are pronounceable combinations of letters
10
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which lack semantic meaning and which are considered unreadable using either 
contextual or previous sight word familiarity but which can be decoded and pronounced 
via phonological processing and alphabetic (letter-sound) knowledge (Thomson, 
Crewther & Crewther, 2006, p. 290).
When administering measures to students to determine decoding ability and 
phonics knowledge, pseudowords are widely accepted and utilized. Since these words 
are not in the sight vocabulary of students, it ensures that students must use their phonics 
(letter-sound knowledge) to read the words.
Depending on the measure, pseudo word tasks are named differently. For 
example, “Word Attack” on Woodcock Reading Mastery Test -  Revised (WRMT-R) 
(Woodcock, 1998) and “Pseudoword Decoding” on Wechsler Individual Achievement 
Test 2nd edition (WIAT-II) (PsychCorp, 2005) are two different measures that require 
students to decode pseudowords. On the WRMT-R, ’’Word Attack” “requires the subject 
to read either nonsense words (letter combinations that are not actual words) or words 
with very low frequency of occurrence in the English language” (Woodcock, p. 6). 
Despite the fact that pseudowords are widely used, there remains a split between the 
supporters and those who question their use as a measure. Those who support 
pseudoword tasks (i.e. Groff; NRRF) present them as a novel decoding task, whereas 
those who don’t (i.e. Cunningham; Gillet, Temple & Crawford) argue that such a 
measure is not ecological for students.
The National Right to Read Foundation (NRRF) supports the use of pseudowords. 
Dr. Patrick Groff (2003) writes an essay on their behalf and makes several arguments in 
favor of pseudowords, arguing their usefulness. Although NRRF acknowledges teachers’
11
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reservations of using pseudowords, they claim that using pseudowords allows teachers to 
get a solid understanding of students’ ability to apply phonics rules because beginning 
readers “can only use letters/letter clusters as cues to their recognition. They cannot guess 
at the identity of pseudowords” (Groff, 2003).
Furthermore, the Groff cites experimental research reviewed by Stanovich (2000) 
that concluded pseudo words give information about students’ ability to apply rules as 
reflected by the speed at which students read through a list of pseudowords (Groff, 2003). 
According to the supporters of this measure, because the speed is compromised for poor 
readers, it allows practitioners and administrators of the measures to easily differentiate 
between poor readers and good readers.
Although these tasks are commonly administered and are often used in 
experimental work or as part of a battery to identify learning disabilities, others wonder if 
they truly offer a unique perspective that one cannot attain otherwise.
Thomson, Crewther and Crewther’s (2006) recent studies sought to clarify the 
relationship between student performance on pseudoword reading and real word reading. 
Their work centers upon examining phonological processing. They strive to understand 
the relationship for the sub-skills of phonological processing, namely phonological 
awareness and rapid automatic naming (RAN). Their interest in those specific sub-skills 
links to their concern that pseudowords are presently administered as a means to assess 
phonological awareness (Thomson et al., 2006).
These studies by Thomson and his colleagues reveal that students’ performance 
across the two measures (pseudoword reading and real word reading) are highly 
correlated in the first three years of schooling (Thomson et al., 2006). Moreover, they
12
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discover that the students’ results on a pseudoword reading was no more likely to predict 
RAN or phonological awareness than a real-word reading does; these correlations remain 
strong until the fourth year of schooling (Thomson et al., 2006).
Thomson et al. show that across four years of schooling, the correlation between 
word reading and phonological awareness are stronger than that of pseudoword reading 
and phonological awareness. However, if the fourth year of data is removed “the 
correlation of phonological awareness with pseudoword reading was insignificantly 
different from that with real word reading. Similarly, the correlation of RAN speed with 
pseudoword reading was insignificantly different from that with real word reading” 
(Thomson et al., 2006, p. 293). They conclude that for young readers pseudoword 
reading and real word reading really measure “the same construct” (Thomson et al., 
p.296), or ability to read words.
Although some researchers claim that pseudoword reading offers performance of 
phonological awareness, Thomson’s findings do not represent this common belief. A 
recent study by Donnell (2007) focused on combining phonological awareness training 
with systematic phonics instruction. She found that comprehension instruction 
“outweighs” code-based instruction when students must access both meaning- and code­
based skills. A plausible conclusion from this research is that as students decode 
pseudowords, their meaning-based skills will “outweigh” the code-based skill of 
decoding, complicating and undermining the task of “reading” pseudowords. This will be 
further explored in my discussion of the data results for my current study which 
examined the correlation of phonemic awareness to pseudoword reading, developmental 
spelling and reading names.
13
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Patricia Cunningham offers another perspective and rationale against the use of 
pseudoword reading as an assessment paradigm. She agrees that in order to get a valid 
understanding of students’ decoding ability unfamiliar words must be read (Cunningham, 
1990). However, she challenges the use of pseudowords (nonsense words) as a measure 
of decoding ability, citing her prior work (Cunningham, 1975-76; 1976) stating,
The validity of nonsense word tests is questionable because many 
children refuse to even try to pronounce nonsense words or, when they 
do pronounce them, they turn them into real words. Further, an 
important part of the decoding process is knowing when to stop.. .A 
nonsense word task violates this expectation and these may not be a 
valid indicator of decoding ability (Cunningham, 1990 p. 125).
In order to solve this quandary of needing children to be able to demonstrate 
decoding ability, while also not contradicting the inherent rules of reading for meaning, 
Cunningham developed the “Names Test,” another measure explored in this study.
The “Names Test” as a Measure of Decoding
The “Names Test” (Cunningham, 1990) seeks to combine the advantages of 
pseudoword reading with the validity of asking children only to read real words. 
Cunningham’s basis for the “Names Test” aligns with the intentions of pseudoword or 
non-word measures, in that it requires students to read unfamiliar words. As noted in 
Cunningham’s argument against using pseudowords, she is adamant that readers must be 
able to monitor their reading to be successful decoders by knowing “when to stop” 
(Cunningham, 1990, p. 125). To resolve the issue of monitoring she created a test in
14
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which children would decode words in their listening vocabularies stating, “Most 
children have many more names in their listening vocabularies than in their reading 
vocabularies” (Cunningham, 1990, p. 125). Using this logic, Cunningham created the 
“Names Test.”
Cunningham’s original measure has been the subject of several studies and 
revisions (Duffelmeyer et al. 1994; Duffelmeyer & Black, 1996; Mather et al., 2006). 
Initial work (Duffelmeyer et al., 1994) identified the “Names Test” as a reliable measure 
with reliability coefficients of .98. The most recent visitation to the “Names Test” 
occurred in October 2006 when Mather et al. sought to reorder the augmented “Names 
Test” so that it assessed students’ phonics skills in an ascending manner. It is this most 
recent augmented and reordered version of the “Names Test” that was administered to the 
second grade students that participated in this study. Although Mather et al. created an 
easier “Names Test” with the goal of assessing primary grade students, I specifically 
chose not to use that assessment because its reliability has not yet been demonstrated. 
Although the list of names on the “Names Test” was augmented (Duffelmeyer et al.,
1994) to provide more breadth in phonics categories and reordered by difficulty (Mather 
et al., 2006), the theory and purpose of the original measure by Cunningham has 
remained unchanged.
The “Names Test” is sometimes recommended in reading methods textbooks 
(Gillet, Temple & Crawford 2008, 7th ed.) as a more valid measure for assessing 
decoding in children with reading difficulties or reading disabilities. Gillet, Temple and 
Crawford (2008) recommend the “Names Test” because they also question the validity of 
nonsense or pseudoword tasks arguing the task is so unusual for children. These
15
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researchers suggest that children are “confused by such a task and attempt to read 
nonsense words as real words, believing that their teachers would never ask them to read 
something that makes no sense” (p. 71).
The “Names Test” has proven successful due to research that supports it, the 
strong student-centered rationale on which it was created, the ease of administration, and 
the usefulness of the findings that it provides for teachers. Consequently, I chose it as a 
measure for this study because I knew that it offered something beyond reliability and 
validity; it provided teachers with a manageable assessment tool that would be 
straightforward and informative, yet hold meaning for students.
16




The main goal of this study was to determine whether or not different assessments 
would demonstrate the same level of achievement students have in phonics. Moreover, I 
sought to understand whether or not these measures would also offer information on a 
student’s phonemic awareness. In line with my goals, the following measures were 
administered for assessment:
The “Pseudoword Decoding” task was taken from Wechsler Individual 
Achievement Test II (WIAT-II), a widely used battery of tests administered to assess 
educational achievement (PsychCorp, 2005). The “Pseudoword Decoding” was added in 
the second edition of the WIAT because it “assesses the examinee’s ability to pronounce 
unfamiliar words correctly while reading from a list of nonsense words that are 
phonetically correct” (PsychCorp, 2005 p. 15). The purpose of giving this assessment is 
to determine a student’s skill level to decode phonetically. It consists of fifty-five 
pseudo words (e.g., fum, broan, unfrodding) that “mimic the structure of words in the 
English language” (PsychCorp, 2005, p. 15). The words are arranged in three columns 
on two sides of a laminated card. This assessment is norm-referenced and is designed to 
be administered individually. During administration, students read each word aloud, 
moving left to right across the card. After seven consecutive errors the assessment is
17
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terminated. The WIAT-II has been reviewed and generally recognized as a reliable 
instrument, the manual reports. Evidence of validity is demonstrated.
The “Reordered Augmented Names Test” (hereafter the “Names Test”) requires 
students to read names (e.g., Gus Clark, Austin Westmoreland, Vance Fletcher) that are 
unfamiliar rather than reading pseudowords. This assessment is an adaptation of a 
decoding assessment which was originally designed by Patricia Cunningham in 1990. At 
its inception, Cunningham explained that the purpose of the test was to enable teachers to 
gain information about students’ abilities to decode words which were in their listening 
vocabularies but not in their sight vocabularies. Cunningham aimed to provide the same 
information that a pseudoword or non-word reading task would supply without asking 
students to read words that were not in their listening vocabularies. This test has piqued 
the curiosity of researchers and has been studied and revised twice since Cunningham 
first released it.
In 1994 Frederick Duffelmeyer et al. revisited the “Names Test” to test its validity 
as well as revise it by expanding the phonics categories it assessed. At the close of 
Duffelmeyer et al.’s study, not only was the “Names Test” considered valid and reliable, 
but an augmented version of the “Names Test” existed. In addition, Duffelmeyer et al. 
created a protocol sheet and scoring matrix for teacher use so that strengths and 
weaknesses in phonics skills could be tracked for each student. Recently, Mather et al. 
reviewed the “Names Test” and reordered it. The results of these studies yielded the 
“Reordered Augmented Names Test,” an informal, qualitative test that was administered 
individually to students.
18
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Following Duffelmeyer et al.’s (1994) example, I organized the names in single 
slides in an 18 point font with white letters set against a black background on a laptop 
computer. One name appeared at a time, and the children had control over when the 
name appeared by using the space bar to advance to the next word. The directions for the 
“Names Test” were given as Cunningham (1990) suggests, asking students to assume the 
role of a teacher and read the list of names as if they were taking attendance for their 
class. Even though the participants of this study live in an affluent town with easy access 
to computers both in and out of school, the use of the computer during assessment may 
have made the task more attractive or novel to students. (Student response to the 
computer will be considered in the discussion of findings.)
“Primary Spelling Inventory,” a qualitative spelling assessment from Words 
Their Wav (Bear, Invernizzi, Templeton, & Johnston 2004) requires students to spell 
words that have different spelling patterns at increasingly difficult levels. How students 
spell words gives information about key spelling patterns and demonstrates whether or 
not they have mastered the patterns (Bear et al., 2008). As teachers analyze students’ 
ability to spell orthographic patterns, they group students by developmental stage and 
then provide instruction based on that stage providing students with “[differentiated] 
efficient, effective instruction in phonics, spelling, and vocabulary” (Bear et al., 2008, p. 
3). The test is designed so that it can be administered to an entire classroom 
simultaneously, just as a traditional spelling test would be administered. However, for 
the purposes of this study, the spelling inventory was administered individually.
The final measure used for this study was the Comprehensive Test o f
19
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Phonological Processing (CTOPP). This norm referenced assessment, created by 
Wagner, Torgesen and Rashotte (1999), is composed of three composite tests: 
Phonological Awareness, Phonological Memory and Rapid Naming. For the purposes of 
this study the “Elision” subtest was chosen from the “Phonological Awareness” 
composite. The reliability of the “Elision” task for students aged eight is .89.
“Elision” measures students’ ability to segment spoken words into smaller parts. 
Possessing the ability to segment sounds is a precursor to mapping sounds onto letters in 
words (Torgesen & Rashotte, 1999). The CTOPP is a reliable and valid norm-referenced 
test that possesses a “strong program of standardization and research-based test [of] 
developmental process” (Hintz, Ryan, and Stoner, 2003, p. 542). Hintz et al. further 
state that “criterion-predictive validity of the CTOPP has demonstrated strong 
relationships with word identification, word analysis, sight word efficiency, phonemic 
decoding efficiency, and connected reading” (Hintz, Ryan, and Stoner, 2003, p. 542).
For the purpose of this study the elision measure was administered individually to 
evaluate the degree to which the phonics measures correlated with phonemic awareness.
The last piece of this study was a qualitative inquiry. I wanted to allow students 
to offer their opinions of these measures and allow them to share which one they found 
most appealing. Students were asked two questions: Thinking about three o f the 
assessments you did today, the “Names Test, ” the “Pseudowords, ” and the spelling test, 
which one o f these do you think I  should ask other second graders to do? Which one o f 
these did you like best? Students were asked to give reasons for their selections, although 
some chose not to elaborate.
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R eproduced  with perm ission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without perm ission.
Subjects
Students were drawn from one K-5 elementary school suburban New England 
town with approximately 14,000 residents (Wikimedia Foundation, 2007). All students 
from the three second grade classes were invited to participate in this research study. 
Sixty-four letters for permission to participate were sent home to families; fifty-six 
students returned with signed letters of consent.
Within the population of students that participated, there was more variety in 
academic achievement than there was in racial or ethnic differences. No children 
received academic support or special instruction as English Language Learners. Eight 
students in the sample receive special education services, two students were being tested 
to ascertain if they qualified for special education services, and seven students received 
pull-out support for literacy instruction. Data from the U.S. Census (2000) reports that 
families in this town have a mean annual income of approximately 103,000, which is 
considered upper middle class (Wikimedia Foundation, 2007). No student receives free 
or reduced lunch.
Tasks and Procedure
During assessment, all students were administered the same tests in one session 
with the exception of scheduling interruptions or my own discretion in giving a child a 
break from assessment. The order in which measures were administered was randomized 
prior to administration using a table of random numbers. Students usually completed all 
measures in one session. There were a few times when sessions were interrupted by
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scheduling constraints (e.g. lunch or specialist period) but only three students did not 
complete the full battery of tasks in one day.
Assent was gained from all students. As measures were administered, three 
students terminated tasks. Two students terminated during the pseudo word decoding and 
one student terminated testing during the developmental spelling inventory. The data 
collected from these three students will be addressed in the discussion.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
The analysis was done in two stages. The first stage explored correlations among 
the measures. Means, standard deviations, and other descriptive data are shown in Table 
1.




Age in years 8.12 .34 7.42-9.08
“Elision” 14.3 4.2 6 - 1 9
“Pseudoword
Decoding”
33.8 11.1 7 - 5 0
“Names” 53.9 13.2 6 - 6 8
“Primary Spelling 
Inventory”
17.9 6.5 6 - 2 6
The relationship among measures was evaluated using pearson product moment 
correlations. The data was run two times. The first time all student results were input, 
including data of students who self-terminated a measure or those students for which I 
terminated the measure. In the second analysis the data was entered only for the 49 
students who did not terminate any of the measures. Examining the results from both 
analyses, the differences were marginal, and therefore all 56 students were used in the 
final data analysis. This data shows all four measures are highly correlated with one
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relationship (“Names Test” to “Pseudoword Decoding”) approaching the reliability for 
the measures.
Table 2 shows intercorrelations among the four measures: “Pseudoword 
Decoding,” “Names Test,” “Primary Spelling Inventory,” and “Elision.”
Table 2. Intercorrelations Among Measures
Measure “Pseudoword Decoding” “Names Test” “Primary Spelling Inventory”
Students (N=56)





The strong intercorrelations indicate that students earn similar scores on the 
measures. That is, a student who has a strong “Pseudoword Decoding” score also 
demonstrates strong performance on the “Names Test” and “Primary Spelling Inventory.” 
Of interest, however, is the degree to which the tests offer similar judgments about 
specific content or skills. The question of content or skills overlap was the subject of a 
second qualitative analysis.
Of the three measures, the “Primary Spelling Inventory” (Bear et al., 2000) and 
the “Augmented Names Test” (Duffelmeyer, 1996) offer an item analysis to help 
educators identify specific phonics skills for instruction such as, CVC, CVCe, digraph, 
etc. Currently no comparable item analysis exists for the Pseudoword Decoding measure. 
Nonetheless, for the purpose of this study, I developed an item analysis for the 
“Pseudoword Decoding.” The analysis followed the format found on the “Word Attack” 
subtest of the Woodcock Johnson Reading Mastery Tests - Revised (Woodcock, 1998).
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Using the norm-referenced measure, “Pseudoword Decoding,” below average 
students were identified. The responses of students scoring a standard deviation or 
greater below the sample mean were examined. Individual raw scores for this group 
corresponded to the 18th to the 47th percentile.
The following skills were analyzed within and among the various measures: 
consonant/vowel/consonant (CVC) pattern, consonant/vowel/consonant/e (CVCe) 
pattern, initial consonant blend, consonant digraph, short vowels, 
consonant/vowel/vowel/consonant (CVVC) pattern, and R-controlled vowels (see Table 
3). Consonant sounds were not chosen for this skill analysis because when examining 
students’ scores, they tended to be successful across measures for this skill. This makes 
sense because knowledge of consonant sounds is normally well established by mid-year 
in second grade. Vowel sounds, on the other hand, have a greater deal of variability and 
are harder to predict which would make the analysis more interesting. A comparison of 
responses to multi-syllabic words was also included, although interpretation is difficult 
because on “Pseudoword Decoding” students often reached the ceiling before 
encountering a multi-syllabic word. This analysis is described further in the discussion.
Table 3. Skill Items Analyzed Across Measures
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Once the skills for item analysis were confirmed, an analysis was done in two 
parts. In the first part, students’ scores were analyzed according to phoneme skill (e.g. R- 
controlled pattern). (See Table 4.)
In the second part, as illustrated in Table 5, students’ scores were 
examined for accuracy of the entire word due to the fact that I began to observe that 
although students may have successfully read the R-controlled “or” phoneme, it did not 
predict that they would read the full word with accuracy (“Sidemore” rather than 
“Skidmore”).
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Table 4. Students’ Results in Succeeding on Measures by Skill
too
CVC CVCe Sh blend Long Vowel R-controlled multi-syllabic
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Table 5. Students’ Results in Succeeding on Measures with Reading/Writing Words with Accuracy
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Developmental Spelling
Item Analysis
When examining the outcomes of students’ scores on these measures it can be 
concluded that the skills on these measures are roughly comparable. There is agreement 
on student performance across measures for success and difficulty. Figures 8 thru Figure 
14 explore the degree to which students passed specific phonics skills on each measure. 
For example, ninety percent of students accurately read words with blends (see Figure 
11) suggesting that if a student knows this skill, they will know it across all three 
measures. Performance on CVCe and SH digraph items (see Figures 9 and 10) showed 
that students were familiar with these phonics skills because all students at least passed 
this item on one measure. Conversely, CVVC and R-controlled items, which required 
vowel knowledge, proved to be more difficult for students to pass with consistency across 
measures, creating greater variance (see Figures 12 and 13).
In many ways, student performance on these skills represents the scope and 
sequence of phonics curriculums. CVC patterns and blends are taught in first grade 
curriculums, with an introduction of digraphs and CVCe patterns also being introduced in 
many curriculums by the end of first grade, whereas CVVC and R-controlled phonics 
patterns are more typical of early second grade instruction. Therefore, when the 
assessments for this study were administered to students, it is assumed, according to the 
town’s curriculum standards, that students were introduced to all of these phonics skills 
although instruction in blends, CVC, CVCe and digraphs would have outweighed 
instruction over the course of the first two years of school.
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Drawing conclusions from the item analysis of multi-syllabic words was more 
complicated. This item was examined both for word and skill accuracy. Examining 
Figure 14, it would appear that students were quite successful with the skill of reading 
multi-syllabic words. In contrast, when looking back at Tables 4 and 5, which indicate 
individual student response both by skill and by word accuracy, there is quite a 
discrepancy of student performance. Although individual student results in Tables 4 
shows that eighty percent of students passed two or more items because they read the 
word as multi-syllabic across measures, Table 5 shows only ten percent of students 
passed more than two measures to read a multi-syllabic word with accuracy. This 
suggests that students who fall one standard deviation or below across the three measures, 
have extreme difficulty reading multi-syllabic words with accuracy.
The information from Table 4 points out problems in evaluating students’ abilities 
to read multi-syllabic words. In comparing responses to the three measures, items were 
selected to be comparable in form (e.g., Shane, shafe and shine all follow both CVCe and 
sh digraph patterns). This was not feasible for words in the multi-syllabic pattern.
The words analyzed for multi-syllabic analysis were “Chester,” “ruckid” and 
“chewing.” Many students had already reached the ceiling on the “Pseudoword 
Decoding” measure before they even encountered the word “ruckid.” It is assumed that 
any item that students would have encountered after reaching the ceiling would be read 
incorrectly, which is the rationale I chose to apply for this analysis. For the item 
“ruckid,” three students reached the ceiling, two students missed the item, two students 
did not attempt the item and one students’ response was inaudible. The remaining items,
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“Chester” and “chewing,” were rather simple multi-syllabic words but due to students 
reaching the ceiling for the “Primary Spelling Inventory,” I could not choose any other
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word for analysis. In the end, students struggled to read words with accuracy on both the 
“Pseudoword Decoding” and “Primary Spelling Inventory” obtaining 0% and 10% 
passing, respectively. Yet, students proved to be highly successful in reading multi­
syllabic words with accuracy on the “Names Test,” with 70% passing with accuracy.
Information obtained from the skills analysis and Figures 8 thru 14 offer 
preliminary insights on how students perform across measures for the same skill. Some 
skills are taught earlier and are easier (e.g., blends and CYC), whereas others are taught 
later and are more difficult to master (e.g., CVVC, CVCe, R-controlled, & multi-syllabic 
words). For the early-acquired skills (blends and CVC) the three measures offer 
consistent evaluation of students’ competence. For more difficult skills (CVVC, CVCe, 
R-controlled, & multi-syllabic words), there is less consistency in the measures. That is, 
students may demonstrate competence with the skill on one or two measures but not on 
all three of the measures.
Students’ Perceptions of the Measures
An element of the current study was to explore students’ perceptions of the 
measures to determine whether one test was favored over the other. After completing all 
four measures, students were asked to reflect on the three reading/spelling measures: 
“Pseudoword Decoding,” the “Names Test,” and the “Primary Spelling Inventory.” 
Students were permitted to examine measures as they decided. Each student was asked 
to name his or her preference. Their responses are summarized in Table 6 and Table 7. 
Students had clear preferences with only a few students having no opinion or not being 
able to decide.
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Students were split between endorsing the use of the “Names Test” and the 
“Primary Spelling Inventory” to assess other second graders. Eighty percent of those 
who responded chose one of the two measures. In contrast, few recommended 
“Pseudoword Decoding.”
In Table 7, the pattern was similar for which each child would prefer to take. 
Again, few chose “Pseudoword Decoding.” In this case, however, this group of students 
favored the “Names Test” over the “Primary Spelling Inventory.”
Table 6. Student Perceptions of Which Test to Administer to Other Second Graders
Question 1. Which o f  these do you think I  should use with other second graders? 
(The measures were on display for the student to examine.)
“Pseudoword Decoding” 5 (10.4%)
“Names Test” 21 (43.8%)
“Primary Spelling Inventory” 22 (45.8%)
Total 48
Table 7. Student Perceptions of Which Test They Preferred
Question 2. Which o f these did you like best? 
(The measures were on display for the student to examine.)
“Pseudoword Decoding” 6(11.5%)
“Names Test” 27 (51.9%)
“Primary Spelling Inventory” 19 (36.5%)
Total 52
Many students elaborated on their reasons for preferring different tests. For the 
“Names Test” students have a variety of responses for why they preferred it. One student 
considered the complexity of the task, explaining, “It was kind of a challenge, but it was
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still fun and easy.” Two students referred to using syllables as a strategy to decode. One 
stated, “It was really challenging and you had to use syllables to sound out words.” 
Another student had a revelation about reading by breaking words into syllables. She 
said, “Most second graders don’t see these names. They look mixed up. It could help 
second graders sound out words. I sound it out by syllables.” (The student then pointed 
to the name Westmoreland and broke it into syllables.) “Now I know what [classroom 
teacher] means by sounding out by syllables.”
Some students compared one measure to another. One student said he liked the 
spelling inventory stating, “I like to write and I like challenging things.” He went on to 
tell me how he would rank the tasks according to challenge declaring that “Pseudoword 
Decoding” was the hardest followed by the “Primary Spelling Inventory” and then the 
“Names Test.” Another student reflected on the “Names Test” compared to the 
“Pseudoword Decoding” stating, “I liked reading the words. They’re real words and a 
little bit easier to read than these” (pointed to pseudoword card). Another student 
reflected on the three measures in relation to his experience in school saying that for 
other second graders I should use “Either the spelling or the names because this (gestured 
to the pseudo word card and materials) was the hardest for me because I ’m used to 
reading real words, not fake. They [other second graders] will be well-off with names or 
spelling.”
Among the four students who remained undecided as to which measure they 
preferred, one of the students said the spelling inventory was “easy” but decoding 
pseudowords was “challenging.”
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The novelty of completing the “Names Test” on the computer did not appear to 
affect student response. Very few students specifically referred to the use of the 
computer to read the names, without qualifying another reason for liking the “Names 
Test.” For example, one student thought I should administer the “Names Test” to other 
second grade students because “All you have to do is read words off a computer and 
press buttons.” Another student liked the computer, but referenced the task of decoding 
when he said, “It was kind of weird. I like sounding things out. I liked pressing the space 
bar.” Finally, one student referred to the novelty of assuming a teacher’s role to take 
attendance, when she said “It’s fun using a laptop and acting like a teacher, taking 
attendance.”
Discussion
The three decoding/spelling measures strongly correlated with each other, with 
correlations ranging from .778 to .845. These findings suggest that students who score 
well or poorly on one (“Pseudoword Decoding,” the “Names Test,” or the “Primary 
Spelling Inventory”) will earn comparable scores on the others. The significant 
correlation between “Elision,” which measures phonemic awareness, and the other 
measures indicates that all measures require competence in phonemic awareness. Scoring 
poorly on these measures would implicate limited proficiency with phonemic awareness, 
deficient phonics knowledge, or both.
Although these measures are strongly and significantly correlated, they are quite 
different in administration, appearance, content, and in their relationship to classroom 
practice (or ecological validity). These differences were evident, not in the quantitative
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sense, but in the qualitative sense of this study. As I administered the different measures, 
I observed informally students’ reactions. Of interest was their response to “Pseudoword 
Decoding.” Reactions were split between two categories: students who liked the 
challenge of reading “hard” words and students who were unsettled by the idea of reading 
made up words. Proficient and successful readers found reading pseudowords to be a 
challenge. They occasionally substituted a real word for a pseudoword. As proficient 
readers, they frequently recognized their error, i.e., saying “slick” for “sluck,” and then 
gave the appropriate answer for the test (ironically, a nonword). In contrast, less 
proficient readers let the real word substitute stand.
Assink & Soeteman (1999) report similar findings when they examined students’ 
errors in reading real words and pseudowords. Studying Dutch children, they used a 
reading-level design of good and poor readers. In order to make a comparison between 
groups with comparable decoding skill levels, they enrolled good readers of 
approximately ten years old and poor readers of approximately 12 years old and 
employed a lexical decision task. Both good and poor readers found pseudowords to be 
more difficult. On pseudowords, ability interacted with word task, with poor readers 
being significantly disadvantaged. The percentage of error for reading pseudowords to 
real words for “normal” readers was nearly doubled for “normal” readers (7% versus 
13%) and more than quadrupled for “poor” readers (6% versus 25%). These findings 
suggest that a non-ecological task, such as reading pseudowords, is more difficult for all 
students, not just struggling readers. Nevertheless, while both successful and less able 
readers find pseudo words difficult, the work of Assink & Soeteman, (1999) and
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Sutherland & Gillon (2007) suggest pseudoword reading is especially troublesome for 
struggling readers.
In the final stage of analysis for this study, students were interviewed to gather 
information on their perceptions of the different measures. As reported, they preferred 
“Names Test” and the “Primary Spelling Inventory.” These measures provide students 
with a task similar to typical classroom activities. The pseudoword task does not. In 
everyday situations, students are not called upon to read made up words. In fact, teachers 
constantly reinforce the idea that reading holds meaning; what we read should make 
sense and sound like a word in our listening vocabulary. Is it not surprising then, that 
students found the pseudoword task to be difficult, as it requires students to read non­
words or pseudowords.
Within student perceptions there is a division in attitude toward “Pseudoword 
Decoding” between proficient and struggling readers. Students who are fluent and 
competent in reading found the pseudoword task to be “challenging” and “fun” whereas 
struggling readers, found the task to be “hard” and “tricky.” For the struggling readers, 
reading words they don’t know is unsettling and anxiety provoking. Struggling readers in 
the current study were often frustrated and overwhelmed with the task of reading 
pseudowords. As Cunningham discussed (1990), often these students read the 
pseudowords as real words or they read at a fast pace and quickly guessed a word that 
began with the same sound. Recent studies (Donnell, 2007; Thomson et al., 2006) have 
found that pseudoword decoding and real-word reading do not differ in their ability to 
assess students’ ability to decode; this study supports that finding. Furthermore, the
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results of student responses, as well as observations of student behavior in this current 
study, suggest that students perceive pseudoword or non-word reading negatively.
A common theme that emerged in student response was the idea that students 
assumed I wanted to administer tasks that were a “challenge.” When I asked students to 
inform me of which measure they felt I should administer to other second graders, several 
students mentioned the word “challenge” or “challenging” in their response. One of the 
students who suggested that I use “Pseudoword Decoding” with other students was very 
conscious of the idea of rising to meet a challenge when he stated, “It’s really 
challenging. Other kids would be challenged. You don’t know the words. They’re not 
real so you don’t know how to really say them. So it’s hard.”
Students’ perceptions and preferences suggest that providing ecological tasks, 
such as the “Names Test” or the “Primary Spelling Inventory” help students feel more at 
ease than tasks that are unlike what they are familiar with in school. This would be 
consistent with Durrell’s recommendations (1933). Although the quantitative results of 
this study reveal that the different measures all offer consistency in performance, the 
qualitative portion of the study implies that students’ motivation and comfort in 
completing these tasks is not. Though I am not suggesting that teachers need to provide a 
menu of assessment options for students, I am recommending that teachers reflect upon 
the purpose for administering an assessment before they choose their measure, keeping in 
mind that ecological tasks are more desired by students. Furthermore, the tasks that the 
students prefer (“Names Test” and “Primary Spelling Inventory”) offer teachers a way to 
analyze student’s scores, which moves these assessments beyond the idea of merely
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marking progress; these measures instead actually guide instruction and provide a means 
to differentiate instruction to meet individual student needs.
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CHAPTER V
LIMITATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS
There are several limitations to this study. First, the lack of diversity in the 
student population, in terms of social economic status, ethnicity and race, limits the 
generalization of the current study. Cunningham (1990) reported approximately one 
third of the subjects in her initial study were diverse. Subsequent studies 
(Duffelmeyer et al. 1994; Duffelmeyer & Black, 1996; Mather et al., 2006) do not 
provide demographic information. To validate these findings, further studies with 
similar and dissimilar students is needed. Second, the augmented reordered version 
of the “Names Test” was used and has not yet been tested in other studies. Although, 
Duffelmeyer et al. (1996) validated the augmented version, a field test of the 
reordering of it by Mather et al., (2006) has yet to be reported. In addition, the use of 
the computer for the administration of the “Names Test” may have influenced 
students to favor the measure (although this was rarely stated explicitly in the 
responses of students). While there are advantages and disadvantages to every 
measure that was administered in the current study, an observation of the “Names 
Test” warrants a thoughtful discussion. Students perceived this test quite positively in 
the qualitative portion of the study.
Although the names on the “Names Test” are fully decodable, they may put 
children who are unfamiliar with Anglo Saxon names at a possible disadvantage. The 
task may interact with children’s cultural or ethnic identity. For example, some
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students may be more comfortable or familiar with names like Roberto rather than 
Robert, or Carlos rather than Carl, or Deanna rather than Dee, or Muhammad rather 
than Malcolm. One of Cunningham’s (1990) main arguments for using the “Names 
Test” over a pseudo word task was due to the belief that students should be able to 
monitor meaning as they decode (i.e., the words they read should be in their listening 
vocabularies). For children who are not rooted in an Anglo Saxon cultural identity, 
the words on the “Names Test” may not be in their listening vocabularies.
While the “Names Test” continues to be highly regarded by students and offers 
instructional guidance, it is important for teachers to consider their student population 
before administering this assessment. In the future, a comparison of student 
performance on the “Names Test” across cultures may offer more insight for its 
“ecological” value in a diverse student population.
Despite the limitations, correlations of students’ scores clearly demonstrate that 
there is a significant and strong relationship across the measures “Pseudoword 
Decoding,” “Names Test,” and “Primary Spelling Inventory.” In addition, the 
correlation of “Elision” score with the other three measures conveys that students 
who perform poorly on any one of the other tasks, may benefit from instruction in 
phonemic awareness.
The results of this study suggest to educators that there are possibilities of 
implementing different measures to uncover similar information about phonics 
knowledge. Depending on the teacher, the time allotted for assessment, and the 
student population, different measures may be chosen. For instance, a teacher may be 
limited by time for assessment. In this case, a teacher could choose to administer the
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“Primary Spelling Inventory,” which would allow him or her to assess a group (or 
class) at one time, and obtain information about individual students’ phonics skills. It 
would also enable teachers to group students according to their instructional needs.
It is hoped that the results of this study may caution teachers that student response 
to assessment may be influenced by their perception of the assessment; ecological 
tasks will be received more willingly by students than a task that bears little 
relationship to classroom practice. Finally, this study offers assessments that will 
guide instruction and assess skills, as well as measure progress.
Additionally, students’ results on the item analysis suggest that using a 
pseudoword assessment may be an inappropriate task to use as a measure of ability to 
decode multi-syllabic words since students were not able to attempt this portion of the 
“Pseudoword Decoding” on the WIAT-IIbecause they had reached the ceiling on the 
test.
While future studies can be conducted on these measures, it is clear that there is a 
variety of ways to gain insight as to what knowledge students have in phonics. It is 
encouraging to discover that acquiring this information can be accessed via several 
modes of assessment: pseudoword reading, spelling and real word reading. In this 
post NCLB educational climate, this study gives educators hope that educational 
assessment does not need to be viewed in a “one size fits all” manner. Whether this 
hope is for teachers, who now know that assessment can be varied and still offer the 
same information on phonics, or for students who may be assessed in a way that 
meets their preference, the results of this study may bring diversity back to
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assessment. This study also presents options for teachers to assess students with a 
measure that they can use to guide instruction.
As time is always an issue for teachers, the results of this study may alleviate 
redundant or excessive assessment in classrooms, which would leave educators more 
time for instruction. After all, assessing students is only one piece of being an 
effective educator; analyzing the data and implementing instructional practices which 
are discovered through results gleaned from the assessments is the key to propelling 
students forward. One can assess fervently, but if instruction cannot be lead by the 
assessment, our students have a greater chance of being thoroughly tested, yet still 
left behind.
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University qfNew Hampshire
Research Conduct and Compliance Services, Office of Sponsored Research 
Service Building, 51 College Road, Durham, NH 03624-3585 
F j v :  603-802-3564
04-D®c-20Q6
ffeoweffl;, Annmarle 
Education, Morrill Half 
26 Sftor Street, Apt. 1 
Dover, NH 03820
IRB # : 3836
Study: Plot Study for Comparison of Phonics Measures 
Approval M e : 01-Qee-2006
th e  Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects in Research (IRS) has 
reviewed and approved the protocol for your study as Expedited as described In Tide 45, 
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 46, Subsection 110.
Approval is granted to  conduct your study as described in your protocol tor one 
year from the approval date above. At the end of the approval period, you win be 
asked to submit a report with regard to the involvement of human subjects In tills study. If 
your study Is still active, you may request an extension of IRB approval.
Researchers who conduct studies involving human wbfeets have msponstofltties as outlined 
In the attached document, Responsibilities of Directors o f Research Stuatos InvoMng 
Human Subjects.. (This document is also available at
hga:lfmm>iMih.Mu/sgr/gm2 ltaiice/lrt),.hPal.) Mease read this document carefuBy before 
commencing your work involving human subjects.
If you have 'questions or concerns about your study or this approval, please feel free to 
contact me at 603-862-2003 or JuMe.simpson&untuedu. Mease refer to the BUI # above In 
aB correspondence related to this study. The RB wishes you success with your research.
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Research Conduct and Compliance Services, Office of Sponsored Research 




Education, MorrOt Had 
26 Silver Street, Apt. 1 
Dover, NM 03820
m # s  3636 
Study: Pilot Study for tlomtxarf^^on of t^ h^ xmcs f4^ sastx^ as 
Review Level: Expedited 
Approval Expiration Date; 01-Dec 2008
The Institutional Review Board, for the Protection of Human Sutojeete in Research (IRS) has 
reviewed and approved your request far time extension for this study. Approval for tills study 
expires on the date indicated above. At the end of the approval period you wl# be asked to submit 
a report with regard to the involvement of human subjects. If your study is still active, you may 
apply for extension of IRB approval through this office.
Researchers who conduct studies InvoMng human subjects have cespoostWBties as outlined in the 
document, Responsibilities o f Directors o f Research Studies Itm M fig Human Subjects. This 
document is waltWe at httti/Avww.unh,«hi/«feQmtato^fo,hM or Item me.
If you have questions or concerns about your study or this approval, please fed free to contact me 
at 603-862-2003 or Jutie.simpson@unn.edu. Please refer to the IRB * above In all correspondence 
related to this study. The IRB wtsnes you success with your research.
For the IRB,
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Dear Second Grade Families:
Happy New Year! I  hope that you are all enjoying a wonderful school 
year. As many of you know, I  taught first grade at Martha Jones for six 
years. I  am on a leave of absence this year working toward a Master's of 
Education in Reading at the University of New Hampshire. I  visited the  
second grade classrooms at Martha Jones a few times in the fall to check in 
on the children and say hello. I  very much enjoyed seeing them and hearing 
about what's new in their lives. It's amazing to see how much they are 
growing as they progress through the years at Martha Jones.
As part of my studies at UNH, I  am conducting a thesis about 
different ways to te s t  children's knowledge of phonics (the relationship 
between letters and sounds in reading and spelling). Mrs. Scott and the  
second grade teachers have been kind enough to support me in this project 
by allowing me to work with the second grade classes at Martha Jones.
I  am writing to ask for permission to have your child participate in a 
project on children's skills with phonics. I f  you agree and your child also 
wishes to participate, I  will ask him/her to complete a series of reading and 
spelling tasks. I'll also ask your child for his/her opinion on the measures. 
The session will be recorded for the purpose of ensuring my accuracy of 
recording children's responses. Once my work is complete I  will erase the  
tape.
These activities are similar to what children do in school and will 
require a total of twenty to thirty minutes. I  will work with your child’s 
teacher to schedule the one session at a time that will not interfere 
with other important classroom activities. The session will occur one time 
between February and April on either a Thursday or Friday.
51
R eproduced  with perm ission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without perm ission.
Participation is voluntary. Your child may choose not to participate.
He or she may stop at any point. Your child's decision to participate will not 
influence grades or class standing. I  will keep confidential the responses of 
individual children. In my final paper, results and scores will be reported for 
groups rather than for individuals.
I f  you have questions about this project, I  may be reached at the 
Seacoast Reads office at UNH (603-862-2955) or by e-mail 
(ahs6@unh.edu) . or you may contact my advisor at UNH, Grant Cioffi (603- 
862-3727, qlc@unh.edu). I f  you have questions about your child's rights as a 
participant in this project, you may call Julie Simpson, O ffice of Sponsored 
Research at UNH (603-862-2003, iulie.simpson@unh.edu).
I  am enclosing two copies of this letter. Please sign and return one 
in the enclosed envelope by February 5. The other copy is for your 
records.
Thank you for your consideration. 
Sincerely,
Annie Petrozzelli, M.Ed. Candidate, Margaret Scott, Principal
Graduate Program in Reading, UNH
Please check one’.
Yes, I  give permission f o r _______________________________________ to
participate. child's name
I kip, I  do not give permission fo r __________________________________ to
participate.
child's name
Signature of Parent bate
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APPENDIX C
STATEMENT OF ASSENT FOR STUDENT CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE
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Student Assent
(To be read to students.)
I  would like you to help me with a project I  am doing for my school. I  am 
interested in what kids do when they try to read and spell words. You can 
help me by spending a few minutes reading with me.
This is your choice, and we can stop if you get bored or tired...or just want 
to go back to your class. Should we try?
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APPENDIX D
EXAMPLES OF MEASURES USED FOR ASSESSMENT
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1. “PSEUDOWORD DECODING” 
LIST OF WORDS
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2. PROTOCOL SHEET FOR THE “NAMES TEST”
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3. SCORING MATRIX FOR THE “NAMES TEST”
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Scoring Matrix for the Names Test 
Name______ _ Date
N am e InCon InConBI C onD gr ShVow LngVow/VC-e; VowDgr CtrVow S chw a
Anderson A j er 0
Austin ' Au ! i
Batem an B .. '  T ~ ............. “ a te ! a
Bernard B i : j er, a r :
Bertha B th i er a
Blake Bl ake  ,
Brew ster i Br 1 , ew, e r j
Brooks Br I 00
C hester Ch e e r i
Chuck Ch u
Cindy C i y 1
Clark Cl . ar
Conway C 0 ay ,
Cornell c e i or
Dale D ale i i
D ean D i ea
Dee u .......9 | ee
Fletcher FI ch e ' er
Flo FI 0 :
Floyd FI oy
Fred Fr e
G ene G e n e  ' 1
G inger G i 1 i e r  ;
Glen Gl e
G race Gr ace
G us G u
Hoke H oke
Hom er H 0 er
Jake J ake
Jay J 1 ay
Joan J I oa !
Kimberly K . y ; er
Loomis L i OO
Middleton M 0
Murphy M ph t—  y ; ur
Neal N ea
Ned N e
Patrick P a, i
Pendergraph P ph e, a 1 er
P reston ..........Pr _ e 0
Quincy ! i i y i
Rinehart R . e ar
Roberta R 0 er a
Ron R 0
S am pson S a 0
S hane Sh ane
Shaw Sh 1 aw
Sheldon Sh o.
Shepherd Sh er
Sherwood Sh 00 er
Skidm ore Sk or
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Scoring Matrix for the Names Test 
Name Date
Nam e InCon InConBI C onD gr ShVow LngVow/VC-e: VowDgr CtrVow Schw a
Slade SI ade
Sm itherm an Sm th er a
S p en cer 1 Sp e J ..... er.... ....I___ _____
S tanej^  ! St a ey




Thornton j Th or 0
Tim T 1
Troy Tr | oy
Tweed Tw i ee
V ance V i a
W ade W ade i
W endy w e y
W estm oreland w e or a
Whitlock W h i, o
Wright ‘ i
Yale Y ale
Yolanda Y a 0 a
Zane Z ane
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4. “PRIMARY SPELLING INVENTORY” LIST 
AND STUDENT RECORDING SHEET
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List of “Primary Spelling Inventory" Words
Each word was said, put in a sentence and then repeated again. The 
sentences are supplied in the Words Their Way book.
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5. ERROR GUIDE FOR THE 
’’PRIMARY SPELLNG INVENTORY”
67

















Error Guide for Primary Spelling Inven tory
d ire c t io n s :  C irc le  s tu d e n t's  sp e llin g  a tte m p ts  be low . I f  a sp e llin g  is  n o t lis ted , w rite  i t  in w here  it be lo n g s  on  th e  d e v e lo p m e n ta l con tinuum . D e le tm m e  a  s p e llin g  s tage  that 
s u m m a rize s  the  s tu d e n t's  deve lopm en t B e g in  in s tru c tio n  a t  th a t leve l w ith  a  focus^on fea tu res cha ra c te ris tic  o t (ha t s ta g e ___________________________________________ _________ _
S tu d e n t's  N am e T e ach er G ra d e D ate
S P E L L IN G





WITHIN WORD PATTERN S 
EARLY MIDDLE LATE EA
YTLABLES & AFFIXES 
RLV MIDDLE
F e a tu r e s - *
C o n s o n a n t s  
B e g in n in g  F in a l
S h o r t  
. V o w e ls
C o n s o n a n t  
D ig r a p h s  
&  B le n d s
L o n g  V o w e l 
P a t t e r n s
O th e r  V ow el 
P a t t e r n s in f l e c t e d  E n d in g s
J. fart V f In f(o.i,e)n fan
2. p e l ! P Pi pa(o ,i)t p e t
3 . dig d dk dg d e g  d ig
U  EARLY u  MIUULfc U  LAs C 
U  LET TER N A M E -A L PH A B E  HC 
□  W ITHIN W O R D  PATTERN4. rob w r rb rib ru b  rob
5 h o p e r h h p h op ho p e □  SY LL A B LES & A FFIX ES
6  wail y vv y wt w at w a te  w ei(ie)ght wait Q  DERIVATIONAL RELATIONS
7. gum k g km grn gom g um
8. s le d s sd s a d  s ia d s le d
9  slick s sk s tek stik  stick ......
10. sh in e s sn sin  shin sh a i(y )n e  sh ie n  s h in e .. ....... ... .....
11. d rea m 1 9 a rm  jrm g(j)rem drem
d rem e  d re a m .................
12. b iad e b bd b a d  b lad bfaid b la d e . ...................... ..................... ......................
ch  kh co c  koch c o ch c o c h e coach
14. fright fit frit trite friet triht frig h t _  _
15. chew ing c h o n ch u n chuing ch o o in g  ch e w in g
16. c raw l kl kr! cro cral crool cralt c ra w l ______ _ ____
17. w ish e s w ech z w e sh s w ishs w ishis w ish e s ..........
18. thorn ■ trn thrn thurn th o rn e  tho rn
19. sh o u te d s t c h t slit sh o td sh o w ted  s h a u te d  s h o u te d ........... .
20  spoil spl spol sp o le  sp o tto  spoyt s p o il
21. g ro w l grai grail grille grout g ro w l
22. third thrd there! thurd th ird ___ _____
23. c a m p e d c a p t cam t ca m p t c a m p te d ca m p e d
2 4  tries c h rs chris  Iris trys Irise  t ty s e trie s ...
25. c lapp ing c lapn cklaping  c lap ing c la p p in g
26. riding red n  ridn w riding ried ing  rideing r id in g - ....... -  -
W o r d s  T h e ir  W a y  A p p e n d ix  <& 20C ry  t 'ie n iic e -1  ta ll. Inc .
6. “ELISION” SCORING SHEET
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1 t'-' ' a  ■’ ' ' S e c t i o n  IV. . R e c o r d 'o f  I t e m  S u b t e s t  P p r f o r m a ^ c e * ^ j  l  * s i
Subtest 1. Elision
MATERIALS: None
CEILING: Stop a f te r  exam inee  misses 3 te st items In a  row.
FEEDBACK: . Give fe e d b a c k  on all p rac tice  Items a n d  te st Items 1-5 only.
SCORING; R ecord c o rrec t answers as 1 a n d  Incorrect answers as O.The to ta l raw score for this subtest Is the to ta l num ber
of c o rrec t te st Items up  to  the  celling.
DIRECTIONS: Say,"Let's play c  word gam e."
PRACTICE ITEMS: Correct Response
a . Say toothbrush. Now say toothbrush  without saying tooth. brush
If c o rrec t say, 'T hat's  right. Let's fry th e  nex t one."
If Incorrect say, "That's not dtilte right. Toothbrush without saying tooth  is brush,"
C ontinue to  give correc t/incorrec t fe e d b ac k  as before, Say, "Let's try som e more."
b. Say airplane. Now say airp lane  w ithout saying plane. air
c. Say doughnut. Now say dou g h nu t without saying dough, nut
TEST ITEMS: , C ontinue to give co rrect/incorrect fe e d b ac k  as before, Score
(1/0)
1. Say-popcorn . Now say pop co rn  w ithout saying corn. p o p
2. Say baseball. Now say baseball without saying base. ball ....
3. Say spider. Now say spider w ithout saying der. spy -------
PRACTICE ITEMS: Say, "Okay, now let's try som e w here w e tak e  aw ay smaller parts of th e  words." Continue to give
co rrect/incorrect f e e d b a c k . Use th e  phonem e, not the letter n a m e  (e.g., Ik /  Is the  sound of k).
Correct Response
d. Scy cup. Now say cud  without saying /k/. up
If co rrec t say, "That's right. Let's try the  next one."
If Incorrect say, "That's not quite right. Cup  without saying /k/ is up."
e. Say m eet. Now say m e et without saying /t/. m e
f, Say farm. Now say farm  without saying / f/. arm
TEST ITEMS: C ontinue to  give correc t/inco rrec t fe ed b ack  as before. Score
<1/0)
4, Say bold. Now say bo ld  w ithout saying /by. old
5. Say mat. Now scy  m a t without saying fm i. a t -------
REMAINING TEST ITEMS: Provide no fe e d b ac k  on remaining items.
6. Say tan. Now say fan without saying /(/, an
7. Say mike. Now say mike without saying /k/. my ___ '
8. Say time. Now  say time  without saying /m /. tie ___
9. Say tiger. Mow say tiger without saying /g /. tire ___,
10. Soy pow der. Now say pow der w ithout saying /d /. power _____
11, Say winter. Mow say winter w ithout saying f t  I. winner
12. Say snail. Now say snail without saying /n/. sail
13. Say faster. Now say faster w ithout saving j s/. fatter
14. Say sling. Mow say sling w ithout saying /!/, sing ___
15. Say driver. Now say driver without saying /v/. dryer __ _
16. Say silk. Now say  silk without saying /I/. sick ___ ,
17. Say ta m e , Now say ta m e  w ithout saying Iff. lam e
18. Say strain. Now say strain without saying /r/. stain
19. Say spilt. Now say spilt without saying tp f . silt
20. Say fixed. Now say fixed without saying /k /. fist ----
2
Total Raw Score -----
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